Is blue intensity ready to replace maximum latewood density as a strong temperature proxy? A tree-ring case study on Scots pine from northern Sweden Björklund et al.
Also -the authors bounce between 1st difference transforms for response function analysis (RFA) and showing RCS processed chronologies for MXD but not BI. I do not see why they do not do the RFA using the non-1st differenced transformed chronologies. And why not also consider individual series data adaptive detrending options such as linear or Hugershoff functions. The RFA will be susceptible to biases in the midlower frequency domain and 1st differencing removes that information. Also, RCS could be used on the BI data, but the sub-fossil and living data would have to be divided into two groups to take into account the different "reflective" properties between these sample sub-sets.
Finally, the authors do not mention ring-width at all. I find this rather puzzling. Although I would agree that the inter-annual climate signal in TRW is weaker than MXD and BI, I am not sure this is the case at decadal to centennial scales -especially when replication is high (presumably the authors have 250 RW series). Esper et al. (2012) have hypothesised that there could be millennial scale biases in TRW versus MXD, but that hypothesis was only generated from the N-SCAN data and has not yet been tested using any other data-set yet. So -if the problem ultimately with BI is in the mid-longer time-scales, surely this can be partly tested by comparison to TRW data as well. This seems to be a missed opportunity.
Ultimately, this paper should be accepted after appropriate revision. However, the authors need to better rationalise why the raw BI data needs to be transformed to a proxy of density. This seems a needless step in my mind and just makes the whole paper more complex than it needs to be.
CP specific questions 1.Does the paper address relevant scientific questions within the scope of CP? Yes
2.Does the paper present novel concepts, ideas, tools, or data? Yes

3.Are substantial conclusions reached?
Yes -but conversation of BI to a proxy of MXD seems an irrelevant step.
4.Are the scientific methods and assumptions valid and clearly outlined?
Mostly -but again -I think conversation of BI to a proxy of MXD seems an irrelevant step.
5.Are the results sufficient to support the interpretations and conclusions?
Focussing on ∆BI and ∆MXD -yes. 
8.Does the title clearly reflect the contents of the paper? Yes
9.Does the abstract provide a concise and complete summary?
Yes -but I believe changes will need to be made w.r.t. clarification of how BI can be measured from a grey scale image and why BI data needs to be transformed to a density proxy in the first place.
10.Is the overall presentation well structured and clear? Yes
11.Is the language fluent and precise?
Mostly -have made some minor successions below.
12.Are mathematical formulae, symbols, abbreviations, and units correctly defined and used?
Mostly -although possibly some confusion between g/cm3 and g/dm3 and the 0 -255 scale for intensity. See comments below.
13.Should any parts of the paper (text, formulae, figures, tables) be clarified, reduced, combined, or eliminated?
See detailed comments below.
P. 5244, line 15: reword, " ......to drastically improve THE spatial distribution and replication in highly climate sensitive tree-ring chronologies and lead to higher confidence in LARGE-SCALE climate reconstructions "
Comments on Tables and Figures
Overall, captions could have much more detail. Table 1 : Please clarify if these results are from using 1st differenced versions of the data. If so, it would be interesting to see results using detrended data -STD and/or RCS 
